The literature has identified many important drivers of climate change mitigation policy support behaviour (PS) 
Introduction
Australian"s national science agency, the CSIRO have predicted climate change to significantly impact Australia"s economic and biophysical environment (Cleugh et al. 2011) . These adverse predictions have prompted the government to take a wide range of mitigation actions to reduce factors believed to contribute to climate change. One such initiative in the energy sector has been to set a target reduction in carbon emission by 15% below the 2000 level by 2020 (Australian Government 2008) . To achieve this goal the government introduced the carbon tax at 23 AUD per tonne of carbon emission effective from 1st July 2012 (Gillard 2011) . In addition, education and incentive programs such as the "Clean Energy Future" have been implemented to help households and businesses reduce their power consumption and provide financial incentives to buffer them against higher power bills emanating from introduction of the carbon tax.
Despite these comprehensive government actions, still controversy is the appropriate policies implemented to mitigate climate change impacts. Taking the carbon tax for instance, the general public support for the policy has been limited. One month following implementation of the carbon tax and financial support packages, only 36% of Australian public were found to support the carbon tax while 59% opposed it (Nielsen 2012) . Recently, the carbon tax was finally abolished in July 2014. A similar trend was also found in the US where consumers opposed energy taxes (Leiserowitz 2006) . Nevertheless, the public"s engagement in climate change mitigation is important as they contribute to two of the largest sources of carbon emission either directly by fossil fuel combustion or indirectly by electricity usage (Australian Government 2008; Stern 2006) . The lack of support from this important stakeholder in combating climate change is therefore problematic and consequently, the topic of explaining consumer support for climate change mitigation policies is both policy relevant and scholarly attractive.
This research topic, which belongs to a more general area of proenvironment behaviours (PEBs), has attracted researchers from many areas, including psychology (Aguilar-Luzón et al. 2012; Gifford 2011; Kaiser, Hübner & Bogner 2005; Stern et al. 1995) ; sociology (Bostrom et al. 1994 (Bostrom et al. , 2012 Moser 2010a; O"Connor et al. 2002; O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999; Stern 2000) ; as well as marketing (Berger & Corbin 1992; Hutton & Ahtola 1991; Moser 2010a; Press & Arnould 2009; Prothero et al. 2011; Wiener & Doescher 1991) . There is a general agreement in the literature that the level of public support to climate change mitigation policies is mitigated by the public"s perceived adverse impacts of climate change on their and other society members" quality of life as well as on the biosphere (Bostrom et al. 2012; Fransson & Gärling 1999; O"Connor et al. 2002; O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999) . However, the literature has largely ignored the underlying structure which forms the basis of the general public"s perceived adverse impact of climate change and its relation to their support of specific climate change mitigation policies.
Moreover, the role of public"s evaluation of climate change mitigation policies has not been adequately studied although it is an important driver of public support for the policies. Taking the Australian carbon tax for an example, commentators consider low perceived policy effectiveness is among key factors that dampen the public support for the policy (Hannam 2014; The Australian 2013) . Despite of that, only a limited empirical evidences which highlight this determinant"s critical role in explaining climate change policy support behaviour (Bostrom et al. 2012) . Even when the empirical evidences were found, the literature rarely is able to clarify a mechanism through which policy effectiveness drives the support behaviour (Bostrom et al. 2012 ).
Little do we know about influences of perceived policy effectiveness on other key drivers of climate change policy support such as the mentioned perceived adverse impacts of climate change. Addressing this gap will give insights into failure cases of climate change policies such as the Australian carbon tax. Many surveys indicate that a noticeable portion of Australians is concerned about damaging impacts of climate change on their livelihood and the country"s economics (Leviston & Walker 2011a , 2011b Leviston, Walker & Malkin 2013) . However, the carbon tax was still scrapped due to the low perceived effectiveness of the policy in reducing carbon emission (Hannam 2014; The Australian 2013) . It is possible that the low perceived policy effectiveness restrains the stimulating effect of perceived adverse impacts of climate change on policy support.
The aim of this paper therefore is to address these gaps in the literature by proposing a model to explain the general public"s support for climate change mitigation policies. This paper draws upon three diverse theories of movement support: the theory of Risk perception, the theory of Planned Behaviour and the social dilemma literature to select key constructs that have implications to the problem of gaining public support for climate change mitigation policies. Moreover, this paper employs the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM) and the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework to propose a mediating and moderating perspective in explaining mitigation policy support. The paper starts with first defining the PS construct and explore its available measures. Next the paper introduces an integrated model of policy support and its theoretical foundation followed by a set of propositions that follow from the model. Finally the paper concludes and provides direction for future research.
Literature Review

Definition of Climate Change Mitigation Policy Support Behaviour (PS)
Rarely has a formal definition of PS been provided in the literature. Instead, PS could lend the definition of environmental policy support behaviour which was suggested by Stern et al. (1999) and Stern (2000) . In the seminal work by the authors, the behaviour of environmental policy support, in general, is profiled as one of the four possible aspects of proenvironment behaviours (PEBs) (Stern 2000; Stern et al. 1999) . Individuals who support environmental policies, which also include climate change mitigation policies are characterised as "nonactivist" environmentalist who are willing to sacrifice their own interests for the sake of the natural environment (Stern 1999 (Stern , 2000 Stern et al. 1999) . Nevertheless, the complexity in the nature of climate change mitigation policies makes this general definition of environmental support behaviour difficult to apply in the context of climate change as not all climate change mitigation policies require the followers to sacrifice their interest. Government subsidises for solar energy systems to encourage consumers to switch to nonfossil energy sources is one such example. This paper defines PS as the voting behaviour and voting intention of the general public towards the government stance on climate change mitigation. This definition distinguishes climate change mitigation policies from general environmental policies by defining it as ones that aim to mitigate the impact of climate change as communicated or promised by the government (O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999) . As climate change mitigation policies may consist of both already-employed policies, e.g., the carbon tax in case of Australia, and those policies that are still under the probation period or are being hypothesised, this paper does not distinguish between actual behaviour (for the already-employed policies) from behavioural intention (for policies in probation period) when examining the PS construct. The close positive linkage between actual behaviour and behavioural intention, as postulated by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen 1991) , provides the rationale for this assumption.
Limitations of Current Available Measures of PS
Compared to other aspects of PEBs, the research on environmental policy support and measures of PS in particular is very limited. This section reviews some available measures of the PS construct to indicate possible gaps in the literature in measuring this important construct.
If PS is positioned into the bigger picture of general environmental policy support behaviour, it is possible to employ current available measures of general environmental policy support behaviour to measure the PS construct. The research done by Stern et al. (1999) is among ones that looks closely at the environmental policy support behaviour of the general public. The authors measured environmental policy support, which was labelled as "Policy Support" in their VBN model, by the following three items:
 "I would be willing to pay much higher taxes in order to protect the environment"  "I would be willing to accept cuts in my standard of living to protect the environment"  "I would be willing to pay much higher prices in order to protect the environment"
It could be argued that these three items might be measuring individual "willingness to sacrifice" or "willingness to pay" for protecting the environment -a function of a person"s financial situation, rather than her willingness to support an environmental policy. Indeed, their study did not examine any specific set of actual policies in operationalising their "Policy Support" construct. This severely affects the content validity of the construct as it attempts to measure the policy support behaviour of the general public using the concept of "willingness to pay" is without any specific economic cost. For instance, individuals might be willing to pay higher taxes to mitigate climate change effects, however, they may not support the carbon tax, if they face a specific increased cost in the electricity bill. Moreover, although the construct has claimed good internal reliability, the construct validity is questionable when indicators of convergent and discriminant validity have not been reported (Peter 1981; Robinson et al. 1991; Hair et al. 2010, page 125, 126) .
Apart from these construct validity issues with the measure suggested by Stern and his colleagues, this measure of the general environmental policy support, indeed the general "willingness to sacrifice" behaviour for the sake of the environment, might not be suitable for measuring the PS construct for other reasons. First, the measurement of the "willingness to sacrifice" toward general actions, not specific set of policies, might not explain cases when the general public support some specific policies while oppose others. Second, climate change mitigation policy cannot be generalised from the general environmental policy in instances where the policy does not necessarily require the followers to sacrifices in order to support the government climate change mitigation program.
There are some studies that explicitly measure the PS construct, such as the one by O" Connor et al. (2002) . This study actually looked at particular climate change mitigation policies. The authors operationalised PS as the respondent"s level of voting intention for four hypothesised carbon reduction policies. Although, different to the general statements of "willing to sacrifice" in the work of Stern et al. (1999) , O"Connor and his colleagues attached the policies in question with very specific amounts of extra money to be paid when the respondent chose to comply. This approach can help overcome possible content validity issue identified in the Stern et al. (1999) study, however, the study is still limited to examining policies which mostly require the followers to sacrifices, i.e., pay more money to reduce carbon emission. Indeed, climate change mitigation policies can consist of policies that encourage the general public to voluntarily reduce carbon emission such as subscribing to the solar energy system subsidy policy. This provides inadequate insight into explaining the variance in support of the general public for different sets of climate change mitigation policies.
Public opinion surveys suggests that the general public might not equally support each of governments climate change mitigation polices even if they generally support climate change policies (O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999) . For instance, in Hanson"s (2012) survey, although 81% of the Australian public agreed that Australia should support actions in tackling climate change, only 36% supported the specific policy on carbon tax (Hanson 2012; Nielsen 2012) . This complexity deserves a closer look at the nature of current available climate change mitigation policies and the PS construct. This paper argues that the variance in the nature of climate change mitigation policies dictate that a multiple factorial structure would better capture the PS construct instead of the current conceptualisation based on treating PS as a sole factor. The recent work of Bostrom et al. (2012) lends support to this claim. The work done by Bostrom et al. (2012) is one of the most updated studies that investigate PS. The objective of the study was to do a cross country comparison of causal thinking of climate change across six countries and its effect on PS. Similar to O"Connor et al."s study (1999) , their study focused on the role of perceived adverse impacts of climate change in explaining PS. However this is the first study that highlighted the multiple factorial pattern of the PS construct.
From factor analysis results, Bostrom et al. (2012) grouped the studied policies into "Green policies", "Carbon policies" and "Engineering". Besides the set of "Carbon policies", ranging from carbon tax to international carbon trading scheme, the other policy sets included policies which were not only impractical but also stretched assumptions about the respondents" knowledge to give a meaningful response. Solutions such as "Putting more dust in the atmosphere" or "Reducing air pollution from toxic chemicals" are not relevant to climate change mitigation goals. In addition, this pattern was actually found when the authors examining the perceived effectiveness of mitigation policies, not the main dependent construct, i.e., the PS. The structure of the construct policy support did not exactly reveal three factors of "Green policies", "Carbon policies" and "Engineering". However, for ease of interpretation, the authors grouped the studied policies into the three groups as above. Yet, the PS construct revealed a single factor structure in the research done by Bostrom et al. (2012) . Although this study did not successfully find a statistical valid multiple factorial structure for the PS construct, it demonstrated that the complexity of the PS construct is worthy of research attention. Moreover, the study confirmed the firm positive correlation between perceived adverse impacts of climate change and PS.
In conclusion, the measures of PS in the above discussed studies share two common limitations. First, the psychometric properties of the PS construct have not been thoroughly investigated. Past studies have only reported internal consistency measures based on Cronbach"s Alpha and exploratory factor analysis results to confirm uni-dimensionality of the measure, none have reported other important indicators of construct validity such as convergent and discriminant validity. Second, past studies have failed to detect a multiple factorial pattern for the PS construct with the policies they had investigated. This limits further examination of the variance of the general public support for different climate change mitigation policies. Even in cases where a pattern was found, the studies failed to provide a theoretical rationale to support the pattern. The premise therefore of this paper is that a PS with a multiple factorial structure would better capture the complexity of this important construct, and that this structure should be supported by theoretical reasoning rather derived solely from empirical results.
In the next section, this paper proposing a simple model to explain the climate change mitigation policy support behaviour. The model stands on five pillars provided by three popular theories in the field: the theory of planned behaviour, the risk perception theory and the social dilemma theory, the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM), and the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework.
A General Model to Explain Climate Change Mitigation Policy Support Behaviour
In the substantial body of literature examining PEBs in general and PS in specific, several theories and models have been employed. Amongst these theories, the theory of risk perception, theory of planned behaviour (TPB) and the social dilemma theory have received considerable attentions. Kollmuss & Agyeman (2002) and Gifford et al. (2011) provide a comprehensive review of these theories, identify their strengths and limitations, and conclude that given the vast variation in human experience of climate change, no single theory can successfully explain this important behaviour (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002 , Wolf & Moser 2011 . Therefore, an integrated approach might be preferable in explaining PS.
This paper limits its" interest to three main theories to explore possible determinants of PS with particular emphasis on three constructs hypothesised to explain PS: perceived climate change impact (PI), perceived effectiveness of climate change mitigation policies (PE) and perceived feasibility of climate change mitigation policies (PF). The hypothesised interrelationships between these three variables are depicted in Figure 1 .
PI is shown to have a direct influence on PS (hypothesis H1). The support for this comes from the theory of risk perception. That is, individuals will try to meliorate possible perceived harm which might arise through their risk assessment of particular hazards. This correlation is repeatedly confirmed by many studies in the risk perception literature, including the studies of O"Connor et al. (1999) and Bostrom et al. (2012) discussed earlier.
The direct effect of PE on PS (hypothesis H2), an aspect of the general public"s attitude toward climate change mitigation policies, is supported by tenets from the theory of planned behaviour and the social dilemma literature. This link has not been empirically and theoretically explored as pointed out by Bostrom et al. (2012) , in their call for future research: "We do not know the sequence of the reasoning process, though we speculate that perceptions that such actions (i.e., climate change mitigation policies) would be effective may be driving support for them" (Bostrom et al. 2012) . Thus, the explanatory role of this important construct in PS deserves further investigation.
In the above proposed model this paper does not only explore this direct link, but also proposes PE to play a mediating role in the influence of PI on PS (hypothesis H4.1). Moreover, PI is postulated to be a moderator of the link between PE and PS (hypothesis H5.1). Finally, this paper suggests that in addition to PE, the general public will also evaluate climate change mitigation policies in term of feasibility of the proposed climate change policies or PF. As PF is yet another aspect of the general public evaluation toward climate change mitigation policies, it will act in a manner similar to PE. That is, in addition to having a direct influence to PS, PF will also mediate the linkage between PI and PS (hypothesis H4.2); and PI also moderates the relationship between PF and PS (hypothesis H5.2).
The above hypotheses form the general model which is illustrated in the Figure 1 . In the next section, this paper is providing definitions of the above independent variables as well as further theoretical explanations for the proposed linkages.
Perceived Adverse Impacts of Climate Change (PI)
This paper defines PI as the general public"s perception of adverse consequences resulting from climate change. The effects of such perceptions on attitude and behaviour change are well rooted within the risk perception literature. This stream of literature examines individuals risk assessment and their corresponding behaviour when dealing with potential hazards. The employment of risk perception is therefore apt in explaining the general public support for government policies toward mitigating potential harms (Slovic 1987) . That is, individuals will try to meliorate possible perceived harm which might arise through their risk assessment of hazards.
Applied in the climate change context, the risk perception literature examines the linkage between the risk perception of climate change or PI, and meliorating actions such as climate change mitigation policy support. The common hypothesis examined in such studies is that the more likely individuals perceive adverse impacts from climate change, the more likely they are to engage in climate change tackling behaviours (Bostrom et al. 2012; O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999) . Several empirical studies confirm this hypotheses e.g., Baldassare & Katz (1992) ; Fransson & Gärling (1999) ; O"Connor et al. (1999 O"Connor et al. ( ,2002 or Bostrom et al. (2012) . Based on this general consensus, this paper provides the following hypothesis: 
Definition of PE
This research defines PE as the general public"s belief about the effectiveness of the proposed climate change mitigation policies in achieving a set of positive outcomes which they chose to support. This construct is not that dissimilar from the attitude construct defined in the theory of planned behaviour -TPB (Ajzen 1991) as "the degree to which a person has favourable or unfavourable evaluation or appraisal of the behaviour in question" (Ajzen 1991, page 188) . It could be argued that the attitude construct measures the individual belief of outcome of the behaviour, or effectiveness, and if the planned behaviour is actually acted upon, as in the context of PS, PE could be simply treated as an attitude construct that measures the level of an individual"s perceived effectiveness of the policies in mitigating climate change if those policies were implemented.
Direct Linkages of PE to PS
Inserts from the Theory of planned behaviour TPB postulates that perceived behavioural control, individual"s attitudes and subjective norm determine behavioural intention while behavioural intention correlates with planned behaviour. Based on this theoretical reasoning it could be argued that an individual"s evaluation of climate change mitigation policies in terms of their effectiveness or PE has a major influence on their intention of support or oppose the policies in question. The attitude literature, with the exception of Bostrom et al."s (2012) , study has remained dormant in empirically exploring the influence of PE on policy preferences or PS. This paper therefore includes the construct of perceived effectiveness of climate change mitigation policy (PE) as one of the determinant of PS in its proposed model.
Inserts from the social dilemma literature In addition to TPB, the social dilemma literature also provides further clues to the role of PE and PF in explaining PS. Social dilemma exists when individuals refrains from sacrificing for the goodness of the community if they pursue self-interest, i.e., maximises their utilities from common goods, even though they perceive their sacrifice would contribute to the common good (Dawes 1980) . This is because of the nature of common goods which allows every member in the community free access to enjoy the equally shared utilities from the common goods. However, not all members in the society perform pro-environmental behaviour, such as cutting private car usage to reduce air pollution. If one sacrifices their freedom of using a car, all members of the community will enjoy the better air quality (although marginal) but only the individual, who sacrifices, bears inconveniences of not driving. Thus, this negative "benefit-cost" does not encourage individuals to go for pro-environmental behaviours if they pursue self-interest (Wiener & Doescher 1991) . Dawes (1980) characterises social dilemmas as situations in which: (i) the social payoff to each individual for defecting behaviour is higher than the payoff for cooperative behaviour, regardless of what other society members do, yet, (ii) all individuals in society receive a lower payoff if all defect rather than cooperate. Viewing our proposed model from this perspective, it can be seen that climate change affects biophysical environment, which is considered a common good on a global scale. For instance anyone can have access to and enjoy ecological services from a well maintained biophysical environment, but failing to mitigate climate change, which may incur a personal cost, will worsen the environment for every individual (Stern 2006 ).
Many barriers would occur in solving a social dilemma case. One of them is "Sucker avoid" barrier which refrains individuals from cooperating to save the common good because they do not believe the common good will be saved despite their voluntary action (Wiener & Doescher 1991) .. Weiner and Doescher (1991) suggest that to overcome this barrier policy makers should emphasise in their communication the achievability of goals which their proposed policies pursue. As effectiveness of climate change mitigation policies might be an aspect which reflects the achievability of climate change mitigation through implementation of the proposed policies, it can be hypothesised that the more the general public perceive the climate change mitigation policies to be effective, the more likely they are to support these policies. This paper therefore proposes.
[H2] The more effective the general public perceive the climate change mitigation policies are, the more is their support for the policies
The Roles of Perceived Feasibility of Climate Change Mitigation Policies (PF)
Definition of PF
In addition to individual attitudes, the TPB also postulates that one"s perceived behavioural control, which measures the object"s perception regarding the level of difficulty to perform the interested behaviour, influences the likelihood of the actual act of the planned behaviour. Expanding this construct in the context of PS, an individual"s perception of the difficulty or feasibility in implementing a particular policy would dictate their support for a particular climate change mitigation policy. Thus this research defines PF simply as an individual"s overall belief of how difficult it would be to implement the policies in question. This is a complex construct as individuals might differ in terms of what factors they consider would affect the feasibility of a policy. For instance, some might be concerned about technical feasibility while others might be concerned about political feasibility. Nevertheless, as one of the first studies of this construct, this research limits the scope of this construct by employing it to gauge the general feasibility of the policies in question. Conceptually, PF is a distinct construct from PEB, in the same way as TPB"s attitude and behavioural control are.
Direct Linkages of PE to PS
As suggested by the linkages between TPB"s individual behavioural control and both behavioural intentional and actual behaviour, the proposed model suggests that an individual might consider the feasibility of his/her interested climate change mitigation policies when voting for a policy or the political party supporting the policy. This linkage also draws support from the social dilemma literature in the same way as the linkage between PE and PS does. That is, perceptions of feasibility of a policy would also be an aspect that reflects the achievability of climate change mitigation policies. If individuals believe the policies are feasible in achieving their climate change mitigation goals, they would be encouraged to take behavioural action or PS, as it helps individual overcome the barrier of "sucker avoid" in solving the social dilemma of climate change mitigation. This research would therefore expect a positive relationship between PF and PS.
[H3] The more feasible the general public perceive the climate change mitigation policies are, the more they support the policies
Mediating Roles of PE and PF, and Moderating Roles of PI from the Perspective of Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM) and the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) Framework
In addition to the direct effect of PE and PF on PS, it is likely that these constructs may also mediate the linkage between PI and PS. PI is proposed as moderators of the links PE-PS and PF-PS. Support for these propositions are drawn from the Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM) and the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework.
The Extended Parallel Process Model (EPPM)
The EPPM was introduce by Witte (1992) as an advancing the parallel process model of (Leventhal 1970) and protection motivation theory (Rogers 1975 (Rogers , 1983 ) to explain why the common "fear appeal" approach fails. Although the EPPM is popular in the field of health communication (e.g., (Barnett et al. 2014; Goei et al. 2010; McMahan, Witte & Meyer 1998; Smith et al. 2008; So 2013) , it is applicable in the context of climate change mitigation policy (Linden & Sander 2014) and this paper particularly. This paper and EPPM cover conceptually similar constructs. Three main components of the model are perceived responsive efficacy, perceived threat, and responsive intention or behaviour. The construct of perceived responsive efficacy measures the degree to which individuals believe that the proposed solution is effective enough to resolve the issue in question. The concept of perceived threat is measure by two aspects: perceived severity and perceived susceptibility. Through this concept an individual"s belief in the severity of threat and the likelihood the threat in question is experienced, can be indicated (Rimal & Real 2003; Witte 1992) . Ipso facto, the EPPM"s perceived responsive efficacy, perceived threat, and responsive behaviour are close to this study"s PE, PI and PS, respectively.
According to the model, communicating risks without addressing effectiveness of the proposed risk ameliorating solution would not trigger behavioural changes. Risks are functional as they stimulate individuals" attention to a particular behavioural change. However, the model postulates that when individuals perceive threat from an issue in question, their trigger is to evaluate effectiveness of proposed responsive solutions before considering behaviour change. Only when they perceive the proposed solutions to be effective enough, i.e., the perceived responsive efficacy is high enough, they would engage in behavioural or intentional change. Conversely, if the responsive efficacy is insufficient, behavioural change will not be triggered even though individuals perceive threats. This implies that the EPPM treats responsive efficacy as a mediator between perceived threat and responsive behaviour.
The model also claims the degree to which responsive efficacy influences the likelihood of behavioural change is conditioned by the individuals" perception of threat. In other words, perceived threat moderates the link of responsive efficacy and behavioural change engagement. That is, if the perceived threat is low, individuals will not proceed to the state of evaluating the responsive efficacy of proposed threat ameliorating solutions; thus any increase of responsive efficacy does not lead to more active behavioural change engagement. However, if the perceived threat is high enough, individuals will evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed ameliorating solutions. Two scenarios will eventuate depending on the level of perceived responsive efficacy. If the perceived responsive efficacy of the solutions is high, the individuals will support the proposed solutions hence behavioural intention or behavioural change will occur. This is labelled as the "threat control process". Conversely, low level of perceived responsive efficacy will activate the "fear control process" which demotivates individuals to take the responsive intention/behaviour to cope with the "high" perceived threat (Witte 1992) . Consequently, in either the "fear control process" or "threat control process", high level of perceived threat better amplifies the impact of responsive efficacy on behavioural change in comparison to the low level of perceived threat, according to the EPPM.
The Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) Framework
While the PE construct of this study is similar to the EPPM"s concept of responsive efficacy, it is still unclear the extent the PI construct is conceptually similar to the EPPM"s perceived threat. In fact, they are differently measured. In the context that the EPPM is commonly applied, i.e., health communication, perceived threat is measured after the respondent is presented a passage, a picture or any kind of media (e.g., (Barnett et al. 2014; Goei et al. 2010; McMahan, Witte & Meyer 1998; Smith et al. 2008; So 2013) . In other words, perceived threat is artificially controlled by researcher(s) (Rimal & Real 2003) . The respondent might or might not perceive the communicated threat before exposing to the media. On the other hand, perceived risk is commonly measured "as-it-is" where there is no artificial interference. Respondents form their perception of risk towards a particular hazard in question through their daily interactions with media (e.g., television, newspapers, radio etc.) and conversations. To totally apply the EPPM in this paper"s context, one should take into account the difference between "perceived threat" (as proposed by the model) and "perceived risk" (as measured in this study). This paper therefore employs the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework to indicate this difference.
The Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework (Rimal & Real 2003) can help resolve the issue of the difference between perceived threat and perceived risk. The RPA framework postulates that these two constructs are interchangeable, and therefore perceived risk can play the same role of perceived threat to predict responsive behavioural change. The RPA framework "conceptualizes risk perception as a property not of the message but rather of the individual" (Rimal & Real 2003, p. 372) . This assumption together with EPPM"s propositions form the Risk Perception Attitude (RPA) framework (Rimal & Real 2003) .
Heavily influenced by the EPPM, the RPA framework"s main propositions are similar to those of the EPPM model. That is, the RPA framework postulates that the difference in the likelihood of behavioural change engagement between individuals who perceived low risk and low responsive efficacy ("indifference" group), and those who perceived low risk and high responsive efficacy ("proactive" group) is not identical. However, individuals who perceive high risk and high responsive efficacy ("responsive" group) more actively engage in behavioural change compared to those who perceive high risk but low responsive efficacy (Rimal & Real 2003) . This is similar to the EPPM"s assumed moderating effect of perceived threat on the link of perceived responsive efficacy and behavioural change engagement. Moreover, the RFA also places responsive efficacy as a mediator between perceived risks and responsive behavioural engagement.
Testing those hypotheses with field-surveyed data however yielded mixed results to what the EPPM suggests (Rimal & Real 2003) . In the case of sun screen using behaviour to avoid skin cancer, those who believed they had a high risk of skin cancer, and that sunscreen had high effectiveness in preventing the disease (the "responsive" group) were more likely to engage the behaviour than individuals who perceived the same degree of risk but had less confidence in the effectiveness of the behaviour (the "avoidance" group). This result is analogous to what the EPPM postulates. However, the authors came to a conclusion that responsive efficacy is more influential in low-risk groups than it is in the high-risk groups, which conflicts with the EPPM"s propositions (Rimal & Real 2003) . The author clarifies this assertion by stating that perceived risk is formulated by a high degree of perceived threat.
It can be concluded that the EPPM together with the RPA framework provide general theoretical support for the assertions that responsive efficacy is a mediator to the link between perceived risks and responsive behavioural change. Consequently, this paper postulates that perceived policy effectiveness could mediate the link between perceived adverse impacts of climate change and policy support. Considering PF is another aspect of individuals" evaluation toward the policies besides PE, this paper also hypotheses that PF is a mediator of the link between PI and PS.
[H4.1] PE mediates the relationship between PI and PS [H4.2] PF mediates the relationship of PI and PS
Moreover, drawing on the EPPM and the RPA framework, this paper postulates that perceived adverse impacts of climate change moderate the link between perceived policy effectiveness and policy support. However, it is unsure to what extent PI moderates the two links. According to the EPPM, perceived threat would positively moderate the link between perceived responsive efficacy and responsive behaviour engagement. Nevertheless, considering the interchangeable between the EPPM"s perceived threats and the RPA framework"s perceived risks, the evidence of this positive moderating effect is mixed (Rimal & Juon 2010; Rimal & Real 2003) . Therefore, this paper still cannot conclude the extent to which PI moderates the PE-PS and PF-PS links, but postulates that:
[H5.1] PI moderates the relationship of PE and PS [H5.2] PI moderates the relationship of PF and PS
Perceived Anthropogenic Causes of Climate Cchange (PA)
One might argue that unless climate change is perceived to be caused by human activities, the public would not support any policies to mitigate its" impacts. This argument is, in fact, well-examined. Several studies have reported that the belief of anthropogenic causes of climate change, as another important facet of the cultural domain, varies with the level of individual engagement in climate change mitigation activities, including climate change mitigation policy support behaviour (O"Connor, Bord & Fisher 1999; Aitken, Chapman & McClure 2011; Sibley & Kurz 2013) . In line with this view, this thesis also includes perceived anthropogenic causes of climate change as a determinant of PS.
[H6] The more anthropogenic the general public perceive the causes of climate change (PA) to be, the more is their support for climate change mitigation policies (PS) 
Refinement of the General Model
The previous section proposed a general model which employed PI, PE, PF, and PA to explain the dependent construct -PS. The aim of this section is to combine the general model with multiple-factorial structures of the examined constructs. This is to propose a more detailed theoretical model to help better capture the complexity of the behaviour of climate change mitigation policies support.
A Theoretical Factorial Structure of PS as Suggested by the Social Dilemma Literature
As discussed earlier, PS construct has not been well understood. Studies have either found too simplistic factorial structure, e.g., a sole factorial structure, or failed to give theoretical support to the found factorial pattern. Those limitations constrain valuable policies implication as the literature might fail to explain the fact that the general public might vote for some policies but oppose the others. PS is explained by its" determinants such as PI, PE and PF, however, this paper argues that the nature of climate change mitigation policies also matters in the general public voting behaviour.
Considering climate change a social dilemma case, climate change mitigation policies are solutions solve that dilemma. Therefore, the policies could be profiled into structural and behavioural solutions, as suggested by the social dilemma literature (Messick & Brewer 1983) , and so could be the PS construct. More particular, climate change mitigation policies could be grouped into two categories: structural policies and behavioural policies. Structural policies aim to reduce the two properties of a social dilemma by putting constraints on an individual"s freedom. Meanwhile, the behavioural policies encourages individuals to behave voluntarily for the sake of the cooperation itself (Messick & Brewer 1983) . Among climate change mitigation policies, carbon tax is a structural policy as it limits consumers" choice of fossil fuel, for instance. Meanwhile, tax rebate policies for energy efficient household equipment are behavioural policies as they encourage consumers to choose a "greener" fridge. Therefore, PS could also be profiled into two factors as described by the proposition below. The Value -Belief -Norm (VBN) theory developed by Stern et al. (1999) is one of the theories that attracted much attention in the literature on PEBs in general and PS behaviours in specific. According to the VBN theory, depending on the value that an individual holds, i.e., altruistic; egoistic or biospheric values, s/he may have different environmental belief domain which includes an ecological worldview (NEP), adverse consequences for valued objects (AC) and perceived ability to reduce threat (AR). The environmental belief domain in turn has a causal linkage to the proenvironmental personal norm construct that directly influences the PEBs construct. Moreover, as noted by Stern et al. (1999) , elements in the chain might have direct impacts on any of the other elements down of the chain (Figure 4 ). For instance, the value component, e.g., the altruistic value, can have significant power of directly explaining the climate change policy support behaviour (Shwom et al. 2010) . Being positioned at the first link of the chain, the value component would play a significant role in the VBN theory.
[P1] The PS construct can be profiled into two groups: supports for (i) Structural Policies (PS-STR) and (ii) Behavioural Policies (PS-BEH).
As postulated by the VBN theory, depending on the value an individual holds, he might perceive adverse consequences of an environmental problem, i.e., the risk perception of an environmental issue, most to either personal (egoistic value), other members of the society (altruistic value) or the biosphere (biospheric value) domain. Therefore, it can be theoretical assumed that the value domain would be well reflected in the adverse consequence (AC) construct. Moreover, it can be seen that the AC construct to some degree captures the idea of environmental risk perception and therefore the PI construct. Thus, the general public risk perception of environmental issues would also reveal a three-factor structure of egoistical impact, altruistic impact and biospherical impact. However, does this reflection stand true in the context of climate change? The discussion below will explore the possibility of measuring the PI construct in three aspects: altruistic, egoistic and biospheric.
Asymmetric Reflection of the Value Domain into the PI Construct -Empirical Evidences
Using almost the same items measuring perceived adverse impacts from climate change, O"Connor et al. (1999) found only one sole factor while Bostrom et al. (2012) found two factors: personal and societal perceived adverse impacts from climate change. These findings suggest that the reflection of the personal value to the PI construct might be asymmetric.
Unlike other environmental problems such as water pollution, climate change has long-term accumulated and geographical large-scale-impacts which are hard to recognise by the general public. Climate change is a "global, complex, invisible problem" (Moser 2010a ). This important differentiation might limit the reflection of the personal value to the risk perception of climate change. For instance, it would be difficult for the general public to claim personal impacts from climate change even if one holds a strong egoistic value. From the perspective of a farmer who is likely to experience the impact of climate change, for instance, she might blame the last year"s drought for severely reduction of her crop. However, she would not be sure if the drought was in fact directly caused by climate change or the draught is an outcome of a rare and unforeseen severe weather phenomenon (Moser 2010a) . Therefore, to perceive the direct impact from climate change to the personal domain would be confusing even if, in the case of the farmer for instance, individuals have a high likelihood to directly experience the impacts of climate change. Thus, the geographical large scale and long-term characteristics of the climate change impacts would confuse the general public when they try to distinguish between personal and societal impact of climate change.
In the research done by Bostrom et al. (2012) , the item "Increased rates of serious disease all over the world" although has a relatively high factor loading (0.63) to the "Societal consequences" factor, also has a moderate factor loading of 0.53 to the other factor of "Personal consequences". This suggests a possible mix of the egoistic and altruistic value when being reflected in the PI construct.
Similarly, the complexity and invisibility of causes and impacts of climate change might confuse the general public when they perceive climate change risk perception for the biosphere from the hold "biospheric value" . Bostrom et al. (2012) found the item "Massive species extinctions", was the only item that measured biospheric perceived adverse impacts of climate change, cross-loaded onto the "Societal consequences" factor. Therefore, it could be concluded that the biospheric value is also mixed with the altruistic value when individuals reflect their personal value domain in the PI construct.
The empirical evidences from Bostrom et al."s (2012) study also suggest an asymmetric reflection of the personal value in the PI construct. Thus, this paper argues that due to the complexity in causes and impacts of climate change, the personal value domain of altruistic, egoistic and biospheric values as suggested by the VBN theory might not offer an appropriate theoretical factorial structure for the PI construct.
Factorial Structure of PI Construct: Perceived High-critical and Low-critical Adverse Impacts of Climate Change
It is worth noting that this paper does not contradict the role of the personal value domain in building risk perception in the context of climate change. Instead, it argues that the value domain is still the root of risk perception although the surficial pattern of risk perception might not reflect the value domain. The complexity and invisibility in causes and effects of climate change would confuse the general public and therefore, they might simplify their perceived climate change risks.
The outcome of the simplification process is that the general public, as laypersons, might profile their perceived climate change risks by the likelihood that the risks affect their livelihood. Consequently, the perceived adverse impacts of climate change might be categorised into two domains: High-critical and Low-critical adverse impacts. High-critical adverse impacts would incur perceived obvious and highly possible damages to human (including the individual and the other members in the society) basic needs such as food or health. Meanwhile, Low-critical adverse impacts include distant risks of climate change or other risks that might impact the human wellbeing indirectly and possibly only be recognised in the long run. In addition, possible adverse impacts to the biosphere or non-human species, such as biodiversity reduction, might be also profiled as a Low-critical perceived risk. The rationale for this argument is that from a layperson perspective, it is hard to perceive the impact of climate change either on the natural biosphere or on themselves or other members of the society, at least in the short-term period. Once again, the complexity and invisibility of climate change"s cause and effect could be blamed for this individual perceived climate change risk simplification.
It is also important to note that the perception of High-critical and Low-critical climate change adverse impacts might greatly vary depends on contextual factors. For instance, residences in a coastal area might perceive that the rise in sea-level is a High-critical impact caused by climate change. However, residences who are living in a mountain area might perceive that it is a Low critical risk. As explained above, this paper suggests that PS could be captured in two categories: supports for structural climate change mitigation policies (PS-STR) and behavioural policies (PS-BEH) (P1 - Figure 2) . Accordingly, this paper also examines the PE and PF constructs on these two dimensions, i.e., perceived effectiveness of structural mitigation policies (PE-STR), perceived effectiveness of behavioural mitigation policies (PE-BEH), perceived feasibility of structural mitigation policies (PF-STR) and perceived feasibility of behavioural mitigation policies (PF-BEH).
[P2] The PI construct is measured in two angles: (i) Perceived low-critical adverse impacts (PI-LOCR) and (ii) Perceived high-critical adverse impacts (PI-HICR).
As discussed in the previous section, the PI construct is hypothesised to be measured in two angles: (i) perceived high-critical adverse impacts (PI-HICR) and (ii) perceived lowcritical adverse impacts of climate change (PI-LOCR) (P2 - Figure 3) . By integrating the general model (Figure 1 ) with propositions of P1 and P2, a more refined model is suggested as illustrated in the Figure 4 and Figure 5 . 
Discussion & Conclusion
This paper focuses on an important but relatively unexplored aspect of pro-environmental behaviours in the context of climate change viz. the general public"s support for climate change mitigation policies (PS). This paper proposes a general model employing three broad constructs based on three dominant theories in the literature. The constructs explored are perceived adverse impacts of climate change (PI), perceived effectiveness (PE) and feasibility (PF) of climate change mitigation policies to explain PS.
In addition to the direct impacts of PI, PE to PS which have been repeatedly confirmed in the literature (Baldassare & Katz 1992; Fransson & Gärling 1999; O"Connor et al. 1999 , Bostrom et al. 2012 ), the proposed model contributes to the literature by proposing the effect of PF, which would be another aspect of the general public"s evaluation of climate change mitigation policies, to the PS construct. Highlighting the mediating roles of PE and PF, this paper contributes to the literature in the way that it suggests another possible mechanism that PE and PF might impact the level of the general public support toward climate change mitigation policies. The proposed moderating effects of PI on the links of PE-PS and PF-PS suggest potential interactive effects of the key determinants of PS. The proposed direct as well as moderating effects of the two important yet not fully investigated constructs PE and PF would help better understanding the regulatory support behaviour in the context of climate change and therefore benefits policymakers. Even future empirical results must be confirmed, the social dilemma literature suggests that in order to improve the general public support toward climate change mitigation policies, the effectiveness and feasibility of the policies in question should be well conveyed to the general public. Addressing the moderating effects would help us utilise the commonly employed factor of perceived adverse impacts of climate change, and the newly explored perceived policy effectiveness and feasibility to maximise public support for climate change mitigation policies. Another contribution of this paper is that it examines deeper structures of the PS construct and the proposed determinants by attempting to provide theoretical multiple-factorial structures to the constructs. Integrating the general model with the suggested propositions of theoretical factorial structures of PI, PS, PE and PF constructs, a more refined model is proposed (Figure 4 and Figure 5 ). This model would help compare the influence of climate change impact in different degree of criticalness to the climate change mitigation regulatory support behaviour. In addition, this model is among of the first attempts to look at deeper meaning of climate change mitigation policy support behaviour when taking into account the nature of the policies in question. Empirical evidences which might be produced from this model would help give more insights into the great variation of this behaviour of the general public. This would help suggest policymakers for more appropriate approaches to stimulate public support for their climate change mitigation campaign. 
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